Historic, Archive Document 


Do not assume content reflects current 
scientific knowledge, policies, or practices. 


a$494.5.B563U55S 


SLY aes” Minutes 


ke Agricultural Biotechnology 
Research Advisory Committee 


January 19, 1996 


& 


. 


Document No. 96-01 | 


The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in its programs on the basis 
of race, color, national origin, sex, religion, age, disability, political beliefs, and marital or familial status. 
(Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means for 
communication of program information (braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact the USDA Office 
of Communications at (202) 720-5881 (voice) or (202) 7 20-7808 (TDD). 


To file a complaint, write the Secretary of Agriculture, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, DC 20250 
or call (202) 720-7327 (voice) or (202) 720-1127 (TDD). USDA is an equal employment opportunity employer. 


Printed with vegetable-based ink on recycled, recyclable paper. 


October 1995 


Tuskegee University 
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February 1, 1996 


School of 
Agriculture & Home Economics 


Dr. Kar! N. Stauber 

Under Secretary 

Research, Education, and Economics 
US. Department of Agriculture 

14th and Independence Avenue S.W. 
Washington, DC 20250 


Dear Dr. Stauber: 


Thank you for taking the time from your busy schedule to open the final meeting of the 
Agricultural Biotechnology Research Advisory Committee (ABRAC) on January 19, 1996. 


We hope your Asia trip went well. 


The ABRAC, for the remainder of the meeting, addressed a number of agricultural 
biotechnology issues and developed the following recommendations all of which were 


passed unanimously. 


1. ABRAC recommends that USDA continue its commitment to facilitating 
communication about biotechnology to the public, in particular taking 
advantage of existing scientific expertise to include: 1) K-14 educational 
and vocational programs; 2) public opinion leader education; and 3) 
distribution of biotechnology information. 


a ’ ABRAC supports the concept of forming academic consortia to improve 
the education of underrepresented minorities in agricultural 
biotechnology research. The purpose of such consortia is to work toward 
adequate representation of minority scientists to reflect the diversity of 


the American population. 


3. The ABRAC continues to place the highest priority on research needed to 
fill gaps in the scientific knowledge base relevant to assessing the risk of 
introducing genetically modified plants, animals, and microbes into the 
environment. We recognize that the USDA Biotechnology Risk Assessment 
Grants Program has been an effective funding initiative for research 
designed to obtain critical data to help Federal regulatory agencies make 
science-based decisions about the safety of these introductions. We 
strongly recommend that the Biotechnology Risk Assessment Grants 
Program be continued as currently constituted and that funding levels be 
maintained at a minimum of 1 percent of USDA's total research budget for 


biotechnology. 


Page Two 
Dr. Karl N. Stauber 
February 1, 1996 


4. The ABRAC expresses appreciation to the staff of the Office of Agricultural 
Biotechnology (OAB) for its untiring assistance to ABRAC members to 
accomplish ABRAC goals. ABRAC members express admiration and 
appreciation to Dr. Alvin Young, who through his untiring efforts and 
dedication afforded the opportunity for each ABRAC member to 
contribute to the ABRAC to the limits of his or her abilities. Dr. Young 
held ABRAC together as a cohesive unit, despite the diversity of topics 
addressed and the diversity of the ABRAC panel. More than anyone else, 
Dr. Young contributed to the effective addressing of issues and topics 
brought before the ABRAC through the nomination of ABRAC members, 
the selection of topics brought before the ABRAC, and the facilitation of 
public involvement. 


I'm sure I speak for all the members of the ABRAC when I express my sincere 
appreciation for the opportunity to serve the U.S. Department of Agriculture in an 
advisory capacity. Please feel free to call on any of us if we can be of service in the 


future. 


Sincerely, 

Bradt. AI 
Walter A. Hill ' 
Chair 


Agricultural Biotechnology Research Advisory Committee 


cc: ABRAC Members 
Dr. Alvin Young 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURAL BIOTECHNOLOGY RESEARCH ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Minutes of Meeting 
January 19, 1996 


Time, Place, and Participants 


The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Agricultural 
Biotechnology Research Advisory Committee (ABRAC) met January 19, 
1996, in the Club Room at the Rosslyn Westpark Hotel in 
Arlington, VA. The meeting had been announced in the Federal 
Register and was open to the public. 


Members present included: 


Walter A. Hill, Chair, Tuskegee University, Tuskegee, AL; 

James Lauderdale, The Upjohn Company, Kalamazoo, MI; 

Anne Kapuscinski, University of Minnesota, St. Paul, MN; 

H. Alan Wood, Boyce Thompson Institute for Plant Research, 
Ithaca, NY; 

Fernando Osorio, University of Nebraska, Lincoln, NE; 

Ronald R. Sederoff, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC; 

Rudy Wodzinski, University of Central Florida, Orlando, FL; 

Deborah K. Letourneau, University of California-Santa Cruz, Santa 
Cruz PrGA; 

Walter Reid, World Resources Institute, Washington, DC; 

Stanley Pierce, Rivkin, Radler & Kramer, Boca Raton, FL; 

Paul Thompson, Texas A&M University, College Station, TX; 

Robin Woo, Georgetown University, Washington, DC; 

Alvin L. Young, Executive Secretary, ABRAC, and Director, USDA 
Office of Agricultural Biotechnology, Washington, DC. 


USDA Office of Agricultural Biotechnology (OAB) staff members 
present included Daniel Jones, Marti Asner, and Mattie Merritt. 
Others present are listed in Appendix A. 


Call to Order and Introductory Remarks 


Dr. Hill called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. He noted that 
this would be the final meeting of the ABRAC, and introduced Dr. 
Karl Stauber, Under Secretary of Agriculture for Research, 
Education, and Economics (REE). 


Dr. Stauber said that the ABRAC had accomplished a great deal in 
its eight-year history. The ABRAC's work has provided a clearer 
idea of how biotechnology can be used in the future. He said 
that he had made the decision to terminate the ABRAC because 


advisory committee budgets are under a great deal of stress and 
biotechnology is not as controversial as it used to be. 


Dr. Reid pointed out that the ABRAC has served as an independent 
voice in providing advice to USDA about agricultural 
biotechnology, and he asked if there would be a mechanism to take 
the ABRAC's place. Dr. Stauber replied that the entire advisory 
committee structure is changing. He said REE has 17 advisory 
committees and money enough for only 3. He said the new Farm 
Bill and upcoming Congressional hearings could change the 
advisory committee setup significantly. 


Dr. Osorio asked how the Department would interface with the 
public and interest groups. Dr. Stauber said he would take 
public and interest group input the same way he does now by 
meeting with groups such as the Union of Concerned Scientists, 
National Pork Producers, and the Wheat Commission. 


Dr. Sederoff asked Dr. Stauber for his view on the current USDA 
mechanisms for evaluating biotechnology. Dr. Stauber said that 
some people think the USDA processes do not do enough to protect 
the public, while others think there should be no such processes 
or regulations. He expressed frustration at the absence of cost- 
benefit analysis in agricultural biotechnology. 


Dr. Sederoff expressed the view that current mechanisms for 
regulating biotechnology are cumbersome and expensive and that an 
open process with less regulation would be ideal for evaluating 
biotechnology. Dr. Kapuscinski added that the Performance 
Standards for Safely Conducting Research with Genetically 
Modified Fish and Shellfish, which now are being converted to an 
expert system, are a good example of an open process that 
resulted in voluntary guidelines rather than regulation. She 
recommended that the Department adopt them as policy. 


Dr. Stauber indicated that he had not seen the performance 
standards. Dr. Hill and Dr. Young recalled that the standards 
had been forwarded to the Under Secretary on August 2, 1995. Dr. 
Young said that he would follow up and make sure that Dr. Stauber 
received a copy of the standards. Dr. Young also suggested that 
Drs. Kapuscinski and Hill meet in person with Dr. Stauber to 
present the standards to him. 


Dr. Sederoff asked if there were any plans to publish the 
performance standards. Dr. Young replied that 700 copies of the 
performance standards have been printed, of which 500 have been 
distributed. In addition, he said a group from the Virginia 
Polytechnic Institute will report on the conversion of the 
performance standards to electronic format and an electronic 
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journal in the U.K. has made them available on the Internet. 

Dr. Kapuscinski asked if her extension or sea grant program could 
print additional copies of the performance standards. Dr. Young 
replied that because the standards are not copyrighted, anyone 
can print them. 


Dr. Young noted that while ABRAC's charter expires May 26, 1996, 
the OAB will be terminated February 16, 1996. Marti Asner of the 
OAB staff will supervise the transfer of biotechnology literature 
from OAB to the Biotechnology Information Center at USDA's 
National Agricultural Library (NAL). Other OAB staffers are 


transferring to other positions within USDA. The January 1996 
issue of the Biotechnology Notes newsletter -- which will publish 
for the last time in February 1996 -- identified others within 


USDA who can handle inquiries on agricultural biotechnology. 


Dr. Hill invited Doug King and Eric Hallerman to discuss the 
conversion of the performance standards to electronic format. 


Conversion of Performance Standards to Electronic Format 


Dr. King and Dr. Hallerman demonstrated a nearly complete version 
of the computerized performance standards. Dr. King explained 
that this version runs under MS-DOS, but can also be called from 
Windows. He said all the text of the performance standards has 
been included in the electronic version and that it will soon 
undergo user testing. 


Dr. Hallerman used transgenic Atlantic salmon as an example to 
illustrate how a researcher would employ the computerized 
standards to decide on appropriate risk management protocols. 


Among the features of the computerized version are bookmarking, a 
short tutorial, hypertext links to special terms, the ability to 
back up to a previous question, the ability to exit part-way 
through the process, a library, and a worksheet. The program 
also provides a hardcopy summary of the researcher's pathway 
through the performance standards which can serve as a report 
that might be submitted to an Institutional Biosafety Committee - 
- either on its own or by importing it into a word processing 
program. 


For researchers who need additional information on the standards, 
the computerized version lists e-mail sites and a World Wide Web 
site as points of further contact. The computerized version will 
be downloadable from the NBIAP home page on the World Wide Web. 
The electronic version of the standards takes up 500 KB of disk 
space when compressed. When fully installed on a hard disk drive 
and expanded, the program takes up about 1 MB of space. 
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Dr. Hill invited Dr. Pat Traynor to discuss the Federal/State 
workshops that will help explain the electronic version of the 
standards to the scientific community. 


Update on Federal/State Workshops 


Dr. Traynor explained that the Federal/State workshops have three 
purposes: 1) to familiarize audiences with risk management 
issues; 2) to familiarize audiences with the performance 
standards; and 3) to give audiences a chance to use the 
computerized version of the performance standards. Target 
audiences include agricultural and fishery scientists, natural 
resource officials, and state and regional regulators. The 
workshops are being announced in print journals and on the 
Internet as well as to a large mailing list prepared by the 
scientists who developed the standards. 


The first workshop will be held at the American Fisheries Society 
meeting in August. The workshop will be a half-day symposium. 
Other possible venues are the International Congress on the 
Biology of Fish and the American Aquaculture Expo. Four 
workshops are planned. 


Dr. Hallerman will plan and conduct the workshops, but will be 
assisted by resource persons. Attendees will be given packets 
that contain lists of resources and other information. Funding 
for the project is coming from both USDA's Cooperative State 
Research, Education and Extension Service (CSREES) and Virginia 
Tech on a cost-share basis. 


Dr. Thompson asked how lay persons' questions about the 
performance standards will be answered. Dr. Hallerman said he 
would address that issue in his presentations at the workshops. 


Dr. Kapuscinski pointed out that many State agencies do not have 
enough money to pay for either their personnel or for local fish 
farmers to travel to the workshops. Dr. Traynor said the 
workshops would be geographically distributed to ensure maximum 
access for all, but that conducting more than four workshops 
would be too costly. Dr. Kapuscinski suggested that scaled-down 
workshops be held at State fishery society meetings. Such 
workshops could be conducted by just one person, such as a Sea 
Grant extension specialist. 


Dr. David MacKenzie of the University of Maryland suggested that 
a video be produced. Dr. Sederoff proposed that a computerized 
bulletin board be established. Dr. Kapuscinski noted that there 
already is an aquatic list-server on the Internet, and Dr. 


Traynor said the workshop budget includes funds to set up a list-server. 


4 


USDA Biotechnology Risk Assessment Research Program 


Dr. Young reported that the Federal government is struggling with 
how to assess and manage risk related to biological research, 
including biotechnology. He recalled the many positive ABRAC 
contributions to the Federal effort including the Guidelines for 
Research Involving Planned Introduction into the Environment of 
Genetically Modified Organisms. 


Dr. Edward Kaleikau, USDA/CSREES, introduced USDA's Competitive 
Grants Program for Biotechnology Risk Assessment. He recounted 
the history of the program, and noted that between 1992 and 1995, 
39 awards worth a total of $6.5 million were made from a total of 
215 proposals submitted. For 1996, he said, 45 proposals have 
been received, and some $1.7 million in grants will be awarded. 
The number of submissions dropped significantly between 1993 and 
1994 for reasons that are not entirely clear. 


Dr. Letourneau asked how the program is publicized. Dr. Kaleikau 
replied that the request for proposals is announced in the 
Federal Register and the NBIAP newsletter. 


Dr. Osorio asked how many scientists are on each review panel and 
what disciplines they represent. Dr. Kaleikau replied that 

there are generally eight or nine persons on each panel. Members 
include representatives of regulating agencies such as USDA's 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), or the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), as well as topic experts. 
Dr. Osorio suggested that more animal scientists be included on 
the panels. Dr. Kaleikau replied that more proposals come from 
plant scientists than from animal scientists. Dr. MacKenzie 
added that the composition of the panels reflects the subject 
matter covered by the proposals. 


Dr. Sederoff speculated that there might be a relatively low 
level of interest in risk assessment in the scientific community. 
Dr. Kapuscinski added that while many people in the scientific 
community know about the program, they also know that the funding 
available is relatively low. Scientists, she said, may decide 
not to compete for funding under this program because they assume. 
the low level of funding will reduce their chances of receiving 
an award. Dr. Wood noted that the risk assessment community is 
relatively small. He also credited the program's annual 
conferences for awardees as especially helpful because they help 
grantees expand their contacts. 


Dr. Wodzinski wondered how many of the unfunded proposals would 
have received funding if more money were available. Dr. Kaleikau 
said he expected funding to remain at current levels. 


Dr. Kaleikau asked the ABRAC to review the current research 
categories of the program to see if they still should be 
considered high priority areas. 


Dr. Lauderdale suggested that non-scientists should attend the 
annual conference of awardees so that political, social, and 
economic values could be explored. Dr. Sederoff suggested that 
papers submitted at the annual conference be expanded beyond the 
abstracts currently requested. Dr. Kapuscinski suggested that 
the awardees that now have results from their experiments 
publicize their results through expert systems and the World Wide 
Web. 


Dr. Young introduced Dr. Nell Ahl of USDA's Office of Risk 
Assessment and Cost-Benefit Analysis (ORACBA). 


USDA Office of Risk Assessment and Cost-Benefit Analysis 


Dr. Ahl acknowledged that there is considerable disagreement in 
the scientific community concerning what is meant by risk 
assessment. Congress, on the other hand, she said, feels that 
risk assessment is primarily a biological discipline. 


Congress also views ORACBA, a new office that is part of USDA's 
Office of the Chief Economist, as part of the regulatory process. 
Currently, ORACBA's involvement is at the end of the regulatory 
process, but Dr. Ahl said the agency could be more effective if 
it were brought in at the beginning of the process, when the 
impetus for a new regulation begins to emerge. 


ORACBA is charged by Congress with analyzing the cost and 
benefits of any regulations that affect at least $100 million in 
economic activity in 1994 dollars and affect the Nation's health 
and environment in a direct and significant way. In establishing 
ORACBA, Congress expressed its concern that USDA find the best, 
least expensive way to manage a hazard. 


The four-person ORACBA staff utilizes the resources of USDA, 
other Federal agencies, and non-Federal groups to develop risk 
assessments and cost-benefit analyses of proposed regulations 
through an advisory committee structure. Committee members come 
from all over government and academia. 


Dr. Ahl emphasized that risk assessment is very different from 
ordinary research activities. Decisions with respect to risk 
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assessment and cost-benefit analysis often must be made at a 
specific time, even if knowledge is incomplete. Dr. Letourneau 
asked whether ORACBA takes into account the risk associated with 
any gaps in knowledge. Dr. Ahl replied that such considerations 
should be an outcome of risk assessment, and expressed the hope 
that ORACBA advisory committees could help fill such gaps. 


Dr. Pierce asked if ORACBA brings members of the regulated 
companies into its activities. Dr. Ahl replied that ORACBA has 
an External Risk Advisory Committee that could utilize the 
expertise of some members of the regulated community. 


Dr. Ahl envisioned the following activities for ORACBA: 
1. Provide training in risk assessment for USDA personnel; 


2. Broaden research initiatives for risk assessment, 
particularly risk methodology for agriculture; 


3. Enhance the risk analysis resources for agriculture at the 
1862 and 1890 colleges; and 


4. Develop partnerships in risk assessment among academia, the 
private sector, and USDA. 


Comments on Risk Assessment 


Dr. Jane Rissler, Union of Concerned Scientists, lamented ABRAC's 
passing and expressed the hope that USDA's Biotechnology Risk 
Assessment Research Program would be maintained. She warned 
against diluting biotechnology research funding by using risk 
assessment funds to deal with both biotechnology and non- 
biotechnology areas. 


Dr. MacKenzie also called for the continuation of the 
Biotechnology Risk Assessment Research Program. He noted that 
discoveries under the program in plant pollination distances and 
triploid instability in oysters illustrate the value of the 
program. He attributed the decline in the number of proposals 
submitted to two reasons: 1) the requests for proposals were 
becoming more tightly focused; and 2) review panels were issuing 
brutally honest, ego deflating reviews. 


Dr. William Schneider, Environmental Protection Agency, expressed 
his view that the annual conferences held under the Biotechnology 
Risk Assessment Research Program were especially valuable. 


ABRAC Discussion of Risk Assessment and Future Research 


Dr. Young asked the ABRAC whether any of the projects funded 
under the Biotechnology Risk Assessment Grants Program had 
identified any unique risks resulting from the use of 
biotechnology. Any such risks, he said, would constitute a 
reason to continue the program as currently structured; if no 
such risks were identified, there might be reason to broaden the 
program. 


Dr. Sederoff enumerated several scientific issues underlying risk 
assessment: 1) the extent and mechanisms of gene flow in natural 
populations; 2) recombination between viruses and their host 
Organisms; and 3) unusual behavior of foreign genes in transgenic 
organisms such as activating or deactivating resident genes. 

He suggested that the requests for proposals might be revised to 
focus on issues such as these. 


Dr. Letourneau expressed concern that broadening the risk 
assessment research program could significantly dilute the 
limited funds in the program. Dr. Young noted that there is a 
proposal for a $20 million risk assessment grants program to be 
conducted by the National Science Foundation (NSF). Under such a 
program, he said, USDA risk assessment research efforts would be 
transferred to NSF. 


Dr. Thompson expressed the view that the risk assessment program 
has given a better understanding of biotechnology risk assessment 
and he urged its continuing focus on biotechnology. Dr. Sederoff 
offered the view that the risk assessment program has neither 
identified risks unique to biotechnology nor excluded them. Dr. 
Kapuscinski added her support to continuation of the program. 


Dr. Kaleikau explained that the priority areas for research 
stated in the RFP's result from discussions with agency experts. 
He asked whether ABRAC thought these priority areas need to be 
changed. Dr. Letourneau responded that if the regulatory 
agencies still need research to be performed in the current 
priority areas, the biotechnology risk assessment program should 
be continued. 


Dr. Hill requested Drs. Sederoff, Wood, and Letourneau to draft a 
statement that reflects the ABRAC's sense on biotechnology risk 
assessment research for later ABRAC consideration. 


Agricultural Biotechnology Education Initiatives 


Dr. Young noted that there have been ongoing discussions 
concerning the best way to address agricultural biotechnology 
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education. He distributed a review of biotechnology education 
programs already underway that OAB staffer Eva Russnak had 
compiled. Many, he said, believe that USDA should be training 
the next generation of agricultural biotechnology professionals. 
However, many USDA educational programs that could be used as a 
platform for biotechnology have been transferred to the U.S. 
Department of Education, a department that some say cannot 
conduct these programs in the best interests of agriculture. 


Dr. Young introduced Dr. James Gibson of the National FFA 
Foundation who discussed his organization's agricultural 
biotechnology education initiatives. 


Dr. Gibson noted that 7,200 secondary schools have agricultural 
education programs. These programs serve 600,000 students. With 
5 million acres of transgenic crops expected to be harvested in 
1996, it is clear that these students will need special training 
in agricultural biotechnology. However, most schools are not 
prepared to deliver such training. 


Dr. Gibson outlined the Agricultural Science and Biotechnology 
National Education Capacity Development Initiative Planning 
Grant. This grant, the second in a two-phase project, will 
result in the creation and dissemination of an implementation 
guide for the National FFA Foundation's National Voluntary 
Occupational Skill Standards in AgriScience and Biotechnology 
project. Dr. Gibson shared with the ABRAC the Foundation's 
voluntary skill standards for the occupation of Agricultural 
Biotechnology Technician. 


Several ABRAC members noted that the skill standards for 
technicians were very ambitious, in some features approaching or 
exceeding the analytical and interpretive skills of graduate 
Students. They expressed the view that very few individuals with 
the skill levels specified in the standards would be content to 
remain technicians for long. 


Dr. Young introduced Dr. Mariam Sticklen of Michigan State 
University, who discussed a plan to involve more underrepresented 
minority group members in agricultural biotechnology. 


Dr. Sticklen pointed out disparities in the proportion of 
minorities receiving doctoral degrees compared to whites relative 
to each group's representation in the general population. She 
cited the November 12, 1993 issue of Science to support this 
point. With respect to biotechnology in particular, she said, 
minorities are not often seen at meetings, in laboratories, or 
throughout the industry. 


Dr. Sticklen described a consortium of four 1890 schools and four 
1862 schools which has developed a proposal to encourage greater 
minority participation in biotechnology education, research, and 
development. The 1890 schools are Alabama A&M, Florida AéM, 
Tuskegee University, and the University of Maryland-Eastern 
Shore; the 1862 schools are Cornell University, Iowa State 
University, Ohio State University, and Michigan State University. 


The proposal identifies the following priority areas within 
biotechnology: agriculture; environment; aquaculture/marine; 
manufacturing and bioprocessing; and health. The consortium 
would aim to help 1,150 persons over five years by creating a 
pipeline for developing underrepresented minority scientists 
trained in biotechnology. 


Initial reaction to the proposal has been very positive, she 
said, and the universities are now finalizing the proposal for 
presentation to the Office of Science and Technology Policy. Dr. 
Sticklen asked if the ABRAC had any suggestions as to whom the 
proposal could be presented. Dr. Young added that the current 
administration is looking for an affirmative action project in 
the sciences, but that the reorganization of the science 
bureaucracy has stalled this effort. He asked whether the ABRAC 
could endorse the proposal, which then would be presented to Dr. 
Stauber. 


Dr. Lauderdale suggested that a more effective approach than the 
ABRAC might be to direct the proposal through university 
presidents and state governors in different parts of the country 
and eventually to the White House. Dr. Pierce expressed 
reluctance to endorse a multi-million dollar proposal based on a 
15-minute presentation. Dr. Sederoff indicated that he could 
endorse the principle behind the proposal, but that he could not 
endorse the proposal itself without reading it. 


The ABRAC drafted, discussed, and voted on the following 
recommendations. 


ABRAC Recommendations 

Dr. Woo moved as follows: 
ABRAC recommends that USDA continue its commitment to 
facilitating communication about biotechnology to the 
public, in particular taking advantage of existing 


scientific expertise to include: 


Lis K-14 educational and vocational programs; 
2h Public opinion leader education; and 
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Be, Distribution of biotechnology information. 
Dr. Lauderdale seconded the motion, and it passed unanimously. 
Dr. Woo presented a second motion: 


ABRAC supports the concept of forming academic 
consortia to improve the education of underrepresented 
minorities in agricultural biotechnology research. The 
purpose of this is to work toward adequate 
representation of minority scientists to reflect the 
diversity of the American population. 


Dr. Kapuscinski seconded the motion, and it passed unanimously. 
Dr. Letourneau moved the following: 


The ABRAC continues to place the highest priority on 
research needed to fill gaps in the scientific 
knowledge base relevant to assessing the risk of 
introducing genetically modified plants, animals, and 
microbes into the environment. We recognize that the 
USDA Biotechnology Risk Assessment Grants Program has 
been an effective funding initiative for research 
designed to obtain critical data to help Federal 
regulatory agencies make science-based decisions about 
the safety of these introductions. We strongly 
recommend that the Biotechnology Risk Assessment Grants 
Program be continued as currently constituted and that 
funding levels be maintained at a minimum of 1 percent 
of USDA's total research budget for biotechnology. 


Dr. Kapuscinski seconded the motion, and it passed unanimously. 


As the final action of ABRAC, Drs. Pierce and Lauderdale moved 
the following: 


The ABRAC expresses appreciation to the staff of the 
Office of Agricultural Biotechnology (OAB) for its 
untiring assistance to ABRAC members to accomplish 
ABRAC goals. ABRAC members express admiration and 
appreciation to Dr. Alvin Young, who, through his 
untiring efforts and dedication afforded the 
opportunity for each ABRAC member to contribute to the 
ABRAC to the limits of his or her abilities. Dr. Young 
held ABRAC together as a cohesive unit, despite the 
diversity of topics addressed and the diversity of the 
ABRAC panel. More than anyone else, Dr. Young 
contributed to the effective addressing of issues and 


11 


topics brought before the ABRAC through the nomination 
of ABRAC members, the selection of topics brought 
before the ABRAC, and the facilitation of public 
involvement. 


The motion passed unanimously. 

Dr. Young thanked his staff for their work on behalf of the ABRAC 
including over 20 individuals who had been detailed to OAB over 
the years. He also acknowledged the previous efforts of the more 
than 60 scientists who had served on the ABRAC over the years. 


Dr. Hill adjourned the meeting at 4:05 p.m. 


Approved: 

NK : 
SUSAN McCULLOUGH DANIEL JONES 
Rapporteur Editor 


ALVIN YO 
Executive Secr 


oxic ft yD 


WALTER HILL 
Chair 
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APPENDIX A 
LIST OF VISITORS 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURAL BIOTECHNOLOGY RESEARCH ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


Arlington, VA 
January 19, 1996 


Kathleen Merrigan, Wallace Institute for Alternative Agriculture 

James Gibson, National FFA Foundation 

Mariam Sticklen, Michigan State University 

Nell Ahl, Office of Risk Assessment and Cost Benefit Analysis, 
USDA 

Ed Kaleikau, Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension 
Service, USDA 


Eric Hallerman, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State 
University 

Doug King, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 

Pat Traynor, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 

Jane Rissler, Union of Concerned Scientists 

Charles Brown, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, USDA 


David MacKenzie, University of Maryland 

Margriet Caswell, Economic Research Service, USDA 

Joan Murray, Food Service Director magazine 

William Schneider, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Rebecca Goldburg, Environmental Defense Fund 
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